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DECISION: 

. APPEAL NO. : 

APPLICANT: 

DEVELOPMENT LOCATION: 

DEVELOPMENT DESCRIPTION: 

APPELLANT: 

City of Laguna Beach 

Permit granted with conditions by the City of Laguna 
Beach Board of Adjustment . 

A-5-LGB-95-261 

Steve Contursi 

1601 South Coast Highway, Laguna Beach, Orange County 

Construction of a 4,097 square foot. two story, 29 
foot high at maximum point, 23 feet high from existing 
grade, single family residence with an attached 732 
square foot, three-car garage. 

Susan Co1aninno 

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: 
City of Laguna Beach certified Local Coastal Program; 
City of Laguna Beach Board of Adjustment Resolution 
No. 95-073; 
City of Laguna Beach Board of Adjustment Minutes: 
April 6, 1995; April 13, 1995; May 4. 1995; May 25, 
1995; June 1, 1995; June 22, 1995, July 13, 1995; 
August 3, 1995; August 10, 1995; August 24, 1995; 
September 14, 1995; September 28, 1995; October 12, 
1995; October 19, 1995. 
City of Laguna Beach Board of Adjustment Agenda: 
October 19, 1995; June 8, 1995. 

SUMHARY OF STAFF REQQMMENDATION: SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE AND DE NOVO 

The staff recommends that the Commission determine that a substantial issue 
exists with respect to one of the grounds upon which the appeal has been filed 
because the City's action approving the proposed development did not include 
any findings on the project's consistency with the public access policies of 
the Coastal Act and the City's certified LCP. 

Staff recommends that the Commission approve the project at the de novo stage 
of the appeal with no special conditions. 
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I. MOTION ON SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE 

The staff recommends that the Commission find that Appeal No. A-5-LGB-95-261 
of the City of Laguna Beach•s action of approval with conditions of local 
Coastal Development Permit 94-134, raises substantial issue with regard to the 
grounds listed in Section 30603(b) of the Coastal Act. 

The MOTION is: 

I move that the Commission determine that Appeal No. A-5-LGB-95-261 raises 
BQ substantial issue as to conformity with the certified Local Coastal 
Program for the City of Laguna Beach with respect to the grounds on which 
an appeal has been filed pursuant to Section 30603 of the Coastal Act. 

Staff recbmmends a BQ vote which would result in the finding of substantial 
issue and the adoption of the following findings and declarations. 

A majority of Commissioners present is required to pass the motion. Approval 
of the motion means that the City permit is valid. 

II. APPEAL PROCEDURES: 

After certification of Local Coastal Programs (LCPs), the Coastal Act provides 
for limited appeals to the Coastal Commission of certain local government 
actions on coastal development permits. Developments approved by cities or 
counties may be appealed if they are located within the mapped appealable 
areas, such as those located between the sea and the first public road 
paralleling the sea. Furthermore, developments approved by counties may be 
appealed if they are not a designated 11 principal permitted use .. under the 
certified LCP. Finally, developments which constitute major public works or 
major energy facilities may be appealed, whether approved or denied by the 
city or county. <Coastal Act Section 30603(a)). 

The City of Laguna Beach Local Coastal Program was certified in July 1992. 
This project is appealable under 30603(a)(l) of the Coastal Act because it is 
located between the sea and the first public road paralleling the sea. The 
grounds for appeal as stated in Section 30603(b) are: 

(1) The grounds for an appeal pursuant to subdivision (a) shall be 
limited to an allegation that the development does not conform to the 
standards set forth in the certified local coastal program or the 
public access policies set forth in this diyision. 

Section 30625(b) requires a de novo hearing of the appealed project unless the 
Commission determines that no substantial issue exists with respect to the 
grounds for appeal (Section 30630). 

If the staff recommends 11 no substantial issue11 or the Commission decides to 
hear arguments and vote on the substantial issue question, proponents and 
opponents will have three minutes per side to address whether the appeal 
raises a substantial issue. It takes a majority of Commissioners present to 
find that no substantial issue is raised. If the staff recommends 
.. substantial issue .. , and there is no motion from the Commission to find no 
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substantial issue, the substantial issue question will be considered moot, and 
the Commission will proceed to a de novo hearing on the permit project. If 
the Commission conducts a de novo hearing on the permit application, the 
applicable test for the Commission to consider under Section 30604(b) of the 
Coastal Act is whether the proposed development is in conformity with the 
certified Local Coastal Program. In addition, pursuant to 30604(c) of the 
Coastal Act, every coastal development permit issued for development between 
the nearest public road and the sea must include a specific finding that the 
development is in conformity with the public access and recreation policies of 
Chapter 3. 

The only persons qualified to testify before the Commission at any stage of 
the appeal process are the applicant, persons who opposed the application 
before the local government Cor their representatives), and the local 
government. Testimony from other persons must be submitted in writing. The 
Commissfon's administrative regulations. Sections 13110-1312fr, further explain 
the appeal hearing process. 

III. APPELLANT"$ CONTENTIONS 

The City's action to approve the proposed development with special conditions 
has been appealed by Susan·Colaninno <See exhibit F). A summary of the 
appellant's contentions follows: 

1. Inadequate Public Beach Access: The beach access at this location is 
very narrow and is therefore largely ignored by the beach goers who 
instead use the driveway utilized by the adjoining garage, which creates a 
dangerous situation. 

2. Adverse Impacts to Views: The view from Coast Highway to the coast 
will be obstructed as a result of the positioning of this development. 

3. Destruction of Significant Tree: The over 55 year old Cypress tree on 
the site is destined for destruction during construction. 

4. Preservation of Environmentally Sensitive Area: The proposed 
development will adversely affect the environmentally sensitive area of 
the bluff and the slope adjoining Bluebird Canyon Drive. 

5. Encroachment Onto Public Hay: The project requires private use of 
Bluebird Canyon Drive, a public way. Notice of Illegal Encroachment was 
issued to a previous owner in 1971 regarding construction and maintenance 
of a retaining wall and driveway. 

IV. LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACTIONS 

September 14, 1995 Laguna Beach Board of Adjustment Approval 
wjth Conditions of local Coastal Development 
Permit 94-134. 

On September 14, 1995 the City of Laguna Beach Board of Adjustment approved 
local coastal development permit 94-134 allowing construction of a 4,097 
square foot single family dwelling with an attached, 732 square foot, 
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three-car garage. Notice of Final Local Action was received in the 
Commission's South Coast District office on November 20, 1995. Ten working 
days from the date of receipt of final notice of action from the City was 
December 6, 1995. The appeal was filed on November 21, 1995. Thus the appeal 
has been filed in a timely manner. 

V. SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE ANALYSIS 

The Commission hereby finds and declares as follows: 

A. Project Description 

The applicant has proposed and the City has approved with conditions; the 
construction of a 4,097 square foot, two story, 29 feet high at maximum point, 
23 feet pigh from existing grade, single family residence with an attached 732 
square foot, three-car garage. The area of the subject permit is referred to 
as Lot 2. The City's approval was subject to the following two conditions: 
1) the permit will expjre within two years unless extended; and 2) approval of 
subdivision of the site. In addition, a variance was granted to allow a 10 
foot frontyard (landward) encroachment. 

The project is related to two other City approved local coastal development 
permits: 94-13~ (Lot 1) and 94-135 (Lot 3). Under local coastal development 
permit 94-133 the City approved constrution of a 1,925 square foot, duplex 
with an attached 879 square foot, 4-car garage. Under local coastal 
development permit 94-135 the City approved construction of a 3,510 square 
foot, single-family residence with and attached, 581 square foot, three-car 
garage. All three permits are located at the 1601 South Coast Highway 
address. Currently an 8 unit apartment building exists on the subject site. 
The City is currently in the process of reviewing a subdivision of the site to 
reflect the lot lines delineated on the approved plans of each of the three 
approved structures. Of the three local coastal development permi~s approved 
by the City, two (94-133 and 94-134) have been appealed to the Coastal 
Commission. This staff report deals with local coastal development permit 
94-134. The staff report for 94-133, Coastal Commission Appeal No. 
A-5-LGB-95-260, is scheduled to be heard at this same Coastal Commission 
hearing. 

Prior to certification of the City's Local Coastal Program, the Commission 
approved two coastal development permits at the subject site. Coastal 
development permit 5-90-152 (Maxwell) allowed demolition of the existing 8 
residential units and construction of a 15,329 square foot, 30 foot high, 
three unit residential structure with a 4,706 square foot, 10-car garage. 
Grading consisting of 2,625 cubic yards of cut was also approved. Coastal 
development permit 5-91-262 (Maxwell) allowed demolition of the existing eight 
unit apartment building and construction of 15,589 square foot, 30 foot high 
at maximum height, 20 foot high as measured from the centerline of the 
frontage road, seven unit residential structure with a subterranean 17 space 
garage. 2,226 cubic yards of cut was also approved. Neither permit was ever 
activated and both have expired. 

B. Invalid Grounds for Appeal 

Section 30603(b)(l) of the Coastal Act states: 
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The grounds for an appeal pursuant to subdivision (a) shall be limited to 
an allegation that the development does not conform to the standards set 
forth in the certified local coastal program or the public access policies 
set forth in this division.· 

In the subject appeal, four of the five contentions raised by the appellant 
are supported by specific policies or standards from the City's certified 
Local Coastal Program and/or the public access policies of the Coastal Act. 
The appellant has made an allegation that the project approved by the City 
does not conform to the City's certified Local Coastal Program CLCP) with 
regard to preservation of views, preservation of the on-site Cypress tree, and 
side yard and bluff top setbacks. In addition, the appellant has made an 
allegation that the project approved by the City is not consistent with either 
the publ\c access policies of the certified LCP or the Coastal Act. 

' 
However, the fifth contention raised by the appellant, an existing 
encroachment onto a public way, is not supported by a citation of 
inconsistency with the City's certified LCP or with the public access policies 
of the Coastal Act. Moreover, this contention involves encroachment of an 
existing driveway and retaining wall into the Bluebird Canyon right-of-way 
rather than any development approved by the City on the subject site of this 
appeal. That is, the local coastal permit approved by the City addressed 
development on the applicant's property only. The City permit did not 
encompass the right of way or the existing driveway within the right-of-way. 
As such, the existing development adjacent to the subject site is not before 
the Commission in this appeal. 

The appellant has also indicated that in 1971 the City issued a Notice of 
Illegal Encroachment to a previous property owner for a retaining wall and 
driveway that had been constructed previously. The appellant further 
indicates that said encroachment has existed at the site for approximately 20 
years prior to the City's issuance of the Notice of Illegal Encroachment. 
Since the encroachment predates coastal permit requirements, and no 
modifications are proposed to the existing driveway and retaining wall, no 
coastal development permit is required for the pre-existing development now. 

The appellant asserts that use of a portion of the public way, Bluebird Canyon 
Drive right-of-way, for the purpose of serving private development is 
inconsistent with Section 11.50.050 of the City's Municipal Code. The 
appellant's concern is the exclusive use of a portion of the public way to 
serve the subject site. In addition, the appellant expresses concern that the 
narrowness of the drive (that portion that serves the condominium complex and 
extends from Coast Highway to the beach) makes it very difficult for service 
trucks to access the existing pump station and for fire trucks to access the 8 
condominium units closet to the beach. However, Section 11.50.050 is not part 
of the City's certified LCP and is not valid grounds for appeal. 

Finally, the appellant states that the problem of adequate access for service 
trucks to the pump station and fire trucks to the beach would be solved by 
returning the land to the City so that the access could be widened. However, 
the City retains the right-of-way. The applicant's use of the right of way 
requires a Revocable Encroachment Permit, which the applicant has obtained, 
and which the City has the power to revoke. 



' 

I 
I 

j 
~ 

i 

A-5-LGB-95-261 
1601 So. Coast Highway /Conturs i 

Page 6 

In any case, because the existing encroachment predates Coastal Act 
requirements. because the existing encroachment is not development appproved 
by the City on the subject site of this appeal, and because Section 11.50.050 
is not part of the City's certified LCP, this allegation is not a valid ground 
for appeal. Related access issues are discussed further in the following 
findings. 

The appellant, with the exception of private encroachment onto a public way, 
has provided valid grounds for appeal. The following discussion will focus on 
whether the valid grounds cited in the appeal raise a substantial issue. 

C. Public Access . 

Section }0210 of the Coastal Act states: 

In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the 
California Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously 
posted, and recreational opportunities shall be provided for all the 
people consistent with public safety needs and the need to protect public 
rights. rights of private property owners. and natural resource areas from 
overuse. 

Section 30211 of the Coastal Act states: 

Development shall not interfere with the public's right of access to the 
sea where acquired through use or legislative authorization, including, 
but not limited to, the use of dry sand and roc~y coastal beaches to the 
first line of terrestrial vegetation. 

Section 30212(a)(2) of the Coastal Act states: 

Ca) Public access from the nearest public roadway to the shoreline and 
along the coast shall be provided in new development projects except where: 

(2) adequate access exists nearby 

The City's certified LCP lmplementation Plan, Section 25.07.012(F)(1) states: 

<F> Review Criteria. To ensure compliance with the certified local 
coastal program, the following criteria shall be incorporated into the 
review of all applications for coastal development permits: 

Cl> The proposed development will not encroach upon any existing physical 
accessway legally utilized by the public or any proposed public accessway 
identified in the adopted local coastal program land use plan 

The City's certified LCP Land Use Plan Land Use Element policy 3H states: 

In providing for legal access, the City shall see~ to protect the health 
and safety of residents and property owners from illegal and irresponsible 
public access. 
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All of the above are cited by the appellant as Coastal Act and LCP policies 
with·which the project approved by the City is inconsistent. The appellant 
also cites the City•s Municipal Code Section 11.50.050 which addresses 
Revocable Encroachment Permits. However, Section 11.50.050 is not contained 
in the City•s certified Local Coastal Program, and so does not provide grounds 
for appeal. 

The subject site is adjacent to the Bluebird Canyon Drive right-of-way. The 
right-of way is approximately 40 feet wide. (See exhibit D). The northern 
(or upcoast> portion of the right-of-way is developed with an access road 
extending from Coast Highway to the beach. The upper portion of the northern 
segment is approximately 18 feet wide and provides vehicular access to the 
Laguna Sands condominium complex to the north, City service truck access to 
the pump, station, and lifeguard truck access to the beach. The lower portion 
of the access that adjoins the beach is 16 feet wide. The center of the 
right-of way is developed with a five foot wide pedestrian access. The 
pedestrian access turns and joins with the lifeguard truck access about 
halfway down from Coast Highway to the beach. The southern (or downcoast) 
portion of the right-of-way is developed as a driveway that serves the 
existing development at the subject site. The driveway is approximately 16 
feet wide. The driveway does not extend to the beach. The proposed project 
would continue to access the site via the existing driveway within the 
Bluebird Canyon Drive right-of-way. No modifications are proposed to the 
existing driveway. 

The appellant has expressed concern that the existing pedestrian access way is 
not wide enough, and consequently, pedestrian members of the public use the 
wider area that also serves as vehicular access to the condominium complex. 
The result of this is that both pedestrians and automobiles use the same 
relatively steep, relatively narrow access way. This eo-use creates a 
hazardous situation, as cars can come dangerously close to, and possibly 
strike, pedestrians. The appellant contends that because the proposed project 
will not improve the existing public access situation (i.e. the potential 
conflict between pedestrians and vehicles), it is inconsistent with the above 
cited public access policies of the Coastal Act and certified LCP. The 
appellant further contends that the project should be conditioned to require 
the applicant to expand the existing 5 foot wide pedestrian access way within 
the right-of-way into the driveway area currently used to serve existing 
development at the subject site. The appellant has asserted that such a 
condition is necessary in order for the project to be found consistent with 
the public access policies of the Coastal Act and certified LCP. 

In approving the the local coastal development permitt the City did not make 
any findings regarding public access. The minutes for the public hearings 
held for the permit also do not include any reference to the project's impacts 
on public access. The Coastal Act and the certified LCP require that any 
coastal development permit issued for development between the sea and the 
first public road contain a specific finding that the development is in 
conformity with the public access policies of the Coastal Act. In approving 
the project, the City did not make any findings regarding public access. 
Therefore, the Commission finds that the appeal raises a substantial issue 
with regard to public access. 
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D. Adverse Visual Imoacts 

Policy 12D of the LCP Land Use Element states: 

As part of the Design Review process, maximize the preservation of views 
of coastal and canyon areas from existing residences, and public view 
points while respecting the rights of property owners proposing new 
construction. 

Policy 12G of the LCP Land Use Element states: 

Future land use planning shall be compatible with the goal of providing 
visual access. As a consequence, all new structures and ancillary 
facilities shall be located to protect the public viewshed. Hhere this is 
not feasible, new development shall be sited to maximize views from public 
locations (1.e., roads, bluff top trails, visitor-serving facilities, 
etc.). 

Section 25.05.040(G)(2) and (3)(d) & (e) of the LCP Implementation Plan states: 

<G> Goals and Criteria. Physical improvements and site developments 
subject to design review shall be designed and located in a manner which 
best satisfies the intent and purpose of design review and the following 
criteria: 

(2) It will not reasonably impair or inhibit the further development, use, 
enjoyment of, or further investment in the same or other property in the 
vicinity, including public lands and rights-of-way, in that it has met the 
following criteria: 

(a) Garish and conflicting relationships to adjacent structures and uses 
have been avoided, 

(b) Conflicts between vehicles, pedestrians and other modes of 
transportation are minimized by specifically providing for each applicable 
mode; 

(3) Adverse physical or visual effects which might otherwise result from 
unplanned or inappropriate development have been eliminated or minimized 
and the design adequately addresses: 

(d) Maximum retention of sun and light exposure, views, vistas and privacy, 

<e> Preservation of existing views and scenic vistas from unnecessary 
encroachments by structures or appurtenances 

Policy 7-A of the LCP Open Space/Conservation Element states: 

Preserve to the maximum extent feasible the quality of public views from 
the hillsides and along the city•s shoreline. 

Section 30251 of the Coastal Act is incorporated into the LCP•s Coastal Land 
Use Plan Technical Appendix. It states: 
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The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and 
protected as a resource of public importance. Permitted development shall 
be sited and designed to protect views along the ocean and scenic coastal 
areas, to minimize the alteration of natural land forms, to be visually 
compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and where feasible to 
restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. New 
development in highly scenic areas ..• shall be subordinate to the 
character of its setting. 

The appellant has stated that the project approved by the City will block the 
public view from Coast Highway to the coast. The appellant asserts that the 
project does not protect the public viewshed and that a feasible alternative 
that would protect the viewshed does exist in the project that was approved by 
the Coastal Commission under coastal development permit 5-91-262. In· 
addition~ the appellant states, that for the residents of the'adjacent 
building to the north and those of the lower bluebird canyon area in general, 
views will be impaired by the project because a large portion of their entire 
window to the ocean is closed off. The appellant states that adherence to the 
required side yard setback will alleviate the view obstruction to existing 
residences as well as public views. 

The public view potentially effected by the project is the view from Coast 
Highway to the shore. The public view exists along the Bluebird Canyon 
right-of-way, not across the subject property, where there is an existing two 
story structure. In addition, expansive public views are available from the 
beach below the site, which can be accessed via the Bluebird Canyon Drive 
access way. No impacts to the beach level view will occur as a result of the 
proposed project. 

There is an existing two story structure located at the 1601 So. Coast Highway 
site. It is proposed to be partially demolished and remodeled under local 
coastal development permit 94-133. Local coastal development permit 94-133 
has also been appealed to the Coastal Commission and is being heard by the 
Commission at this hearing as Appeal No. A-5-LGB-95-260. The structure 
proposed under local coastal development permit 94-133 will retain the same 
footprint along Coast Highway as the existing structure. The structure 
proposed under the subject project will maintain a greater side yard setback 
than the existing structure. Therefore, proposed development will not 
encroach into any existing public views. 

The appellant states that requiring a 13 foot side yard setback, as was done 
in the Commission's approval of 5-91-262, will preserve existing public 
views. However. a 13 foot sideyard setback was not imposed by the Commission 
under that permit. 

The required side yard set back for this site, pursuant to Section 
25.14.00B(C)(3) of the LCP Implementation Plan, is ten percent of the average 
lot width. Section 25.50.005 of the LCP Implementation plan allows that 
required side yards in excess of four feet may be distributed to one side 
yard, providing the total width of both side yards is equal to or greater than 
the sum of the required side yards. 
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The subject site is one of three lots of a proposed subdivision of the single 
existing lot at 1601 South Coast Highway. The City is currently processing 
the subd1 vision. The City's approva 1 of the proposed ·project was conditioned 
upon approval of the subdivision. The existing single parcel can accommodate 
the proposed three parcels and meet the LCP's lot dimension standards. The 
average lot width of the existing single lot is approximately 80 feet wide. 
Based on that, the sideyard setback requirement would be 8 feet. However, in 
approving the proposed project the City considered the width of the proposed 
lot. 

The width of the subject lot is 55 feet which would require a side yard 
setback of 5.5 feet. The subject project will be set back 7 feet from the 
side yard property line adjacent to Bluebird Canyon right-of-way. The project 
previously approved by the Commission (5-91-262, Maxwell) did not require a 
side yard setback of 13 feet. The enclosed living area was set back 6 feet 
from the Bluebird Canyon property line, with a covered stairway encroaching 
beyond the property line. The City's approval of the proposed development is 
more restrictive than the development approved under coastal development 
permit 5-91-262. 

In addition, public views at this location are from Coast Highway down the 
Bluebird Canyon right-of-way and from the beach itself. Existing development 
does not permit views across the site. New development proposed by the 
applicant under local coastal development permit 94-133 <A-5-LGB-95-260) will 
retain the portion of the existing structure that precludes views from Coast 
Highway. So the proposed project will not have any impact on existing public 
views whether or not a 13 foot sideyard setback is required. 

The appellant also asserts that application of the 25 foot bluff top setback 
or stringline will preserve existing views. The City however, did apply a 25 
foot bluff top setback from the edge of the coastal bluff. No variance was 
necessary for the bluff top setback. The City used an "arc" method for 
determining the 25 foot setback. 

The City's LCP defines "oceanfront bluff" as: "an oceanfront landform having 
a slope of forty-five degrees or greater from horizontal whose top is ten or 
more feet above mean sea level." The bluff at the seaward side of the site 
contains patches of forty-five degree or greater slope as well as less steep 
areas. To determine the blufftop setback, the City drew a 25 foot arc from 
the landward most points of each of the forty-five degree or greater slope 
areas. The landward edge of the intersacting arcs were then used as the limit 
of enclosed structural area development. (See exhibit F24). The Commission 
finds that, in this case because of the nature of the bluff in this area, that 
the arc method is an acceptable method of determining the setback consistent 
with the City's certified LCP. Section 25.50.004(B)(4)(d)(i) of the LCP 
Implementation Plan allows balconies, patios or decks to encroach to within 10 
feet of the edge of an oceanfront bluff. The proposed development is. 
consistent with this standard. 

The appellant asserts that adherence to the sideyard and bluff top setbacks 
required by the Commission in approving coastal development permit 5-91-262 
<Maxwell) is a feasible project alternative that will preserve existing 
views. In fact, the setbacks approved by the City are either consistent with 
(bluff top) or more restrictive (sideyard) than the setbacks approved under 
coastal development permit 5-91-262. 
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The appellant also raises the issue of adverse impacts to private views 
created by the project. In support of this the appellant cites Section 
25.05.040(G)(2) of the LCP Implementation Plan which requires that a project's 
design not reasonably impair or inhibit the enjoyment of other property in the 
vicinity. Policy 120 of the LCP Land Use Element requires preservation of 
coastal views from existing residences while respecting the rights of property 
owners proposing new construction. The area of the proposed project is 
currently developed with an at grade patio, pool. retaining wall and pump 
house. The proposed development includes a two story single family 
residence. The proposed development may impact existing private views. 
However, the LCP requires that preservation of existing private views be 
balanced with the rights of private property owners proposing new 
construction. Since the existing development on the site is primarily 
at-grad~ any residential development on the site will impact private views. 
Most commonly the balance between view preservation and property rights is 
accomplished through application of established setback requirements, 
including sideyard and blufftop setbacks. As described above, the proposed 
development conforms to the required 25 foot bluff top setback and the 
required sideyard setback. In approving the proposed project with the 
required setbacks, the City has adequately balanced private views with the 
property owners rights. 

Therefore, for the reasons stated above, the Commission finds that with regard 
to visual impacts the appeal raises no substantial issue. 

E. Preservation of Environmentally Sensitive Areas 

Policy 1-I of the Open Space/Conservation Element of the LCP Land Use Plan 
states: · 

The City shall impose a 25-foot m.inimum setback or a distance ascertained 
by stringline measurements for all blufftop development. notwithstanding 
the fact that ecological and environmental constraints may require an 
additional setback. 

Policy 7-K of the Open Space/Conservation Element of the LCP Land Use Plan 
states: 

Preserve as much as possible the natural character of the landscape 
(including coastal bluffs, hillsides and ridgelines) by requiring proposed 
development plans to consider scenic and conservation values, impacts on 
soil mantle, vegetation cover, water resources, physiographic features, 
erosion problems, and recontouring and replanting where the natural 
landscape has been disturbed. 

The Laguna Beach Coastal Land Use Plan Technical Appendix of the LCP states: 

The topographic irregularity of Laguna's shoreline and diversity of rock 
formations and natural features have created a picturesque and unique 
coastline uncommon in Southern California. For this reason the coastal 
bluffs are regarded in the community as a prized natural resource. 
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The Laguna Beach Coastal Land Use Plan Technical Appendix of the LCP further 
states: "As described in this report, the coastal bluffs constitute a fragile 
natural resource particularly susceptible to damage and destruction." The 
appellant also refers to the reference in the Technical Appendix to a 1969 
study which was largely responsible for the designation of coastal bluff and 
adjacent ocean property as "Environmentally Sensitive Areas.•• 

Section 25.07.012(F)(2) of the Implementation Plan of the LCP states: 

Review Criteria. To ensure compliance with the certified local costal 
program, the following criteria shall be incorporated into the review of 
all applications for coastal development permits: 

(2) The proposed development will not adversely affect marine resources, 
environmentally sensitive areas, or archaeological or paleological 
resources 

Section 30251 of the Coastal Act is incorporated into Technical Appendix and 
requires that scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas be considered and 
protected as a resource of public importance and that development be sited and 
designed to minimzie the alteration of natural land forms. · 

All of the above policies are cited by the appellant as LCP policies with 
which the proposed project is inconsistent. The appellant also cites Section 
22.02.010 of the Laguna Beach Municipal Code. However, that section is not a 
part of the City•s certified LCP. Consequently, inconsistency with Section 
22.02.010· does not provide grounds for appeal. The appellant asserts that 
adherence to the 25 foot blufftop setback will preserve existing 
environmentally sensitive areas at the project site. 

The appellant states that use of the "arc" method to determine the appropriate 
setback does not meet the requirement of the stringline measurement identified 
in policy 1-I of the Open Space/Conservation Element of the LCP Land Use 
Plan. However, application of a stringline setback at the subject site is not 
appropriate for a number of reasons. The site is adjacent to a public 
right-of-way, rather than another residential lot. Typically stringlines are 
applied when ~he subject lot is bordered on both sides by similar 
development. Additionally, development downcoast <a single family residence> 
and upcoast (a condominium complex> extend further seaward than the proposed 
development. The condominium complex extends all the way to the beach level. 
Application of a stringline from the nearest existing development would result 
in allowing development all the way down the bluff. Consequently, a 
stringline would not better protect any environmentally sensitive areas on the 
bluff nor on the sideyard slope. 

In addition policy 1-I requires application of a stringline setback 2t a 25 
foot bluff top setback. In this case the 25 foot setback is the more 
restrictive of the two <using either the "arc" or "linear" method). As 
described previously, the City used an "arc" method to determine the 25 foot 
setback location rather than the more commonly used linear method. The 
maximum difference between the two is 18 inches. 
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The bluff is considered an environmentally sensitive area in the LCP. 
However, the slope adjacent to Bluebird Canyon right-of-way is not considered 
a sensitive area. Both slope areas are vegetated with ornamental species, 
including ice plant. No rare or endangered species are present. The proposed 
development will extend further seaward than existing development. However, 
the proposed development will occur on the exiting bluff top pad. No 
development is proposed to descend down either the seaward slope or the slope 
adjacent to Bluebird Canyon right-of-way. As was discussed in the visual 
impact findings, the City has applied a 25 foot bluff top setback and sideyard 
setback consistent with the certified LCP. Therefore, the Commission finds 
that the appeal raises no substantial issue with respect to adverse impacts on 
environmentally sensitive areas. 

F. Tree: Preservation 
I 

Policy 11-G of the Land Element of the LCP Land Use Plan states: 

To the maximum extent feasible. require the preservation of existing trees 
in conjunction with development approvals. 

In addition. Section 25.05.040(G)(3)(c) of the LCP Implementation Plan 
requires 11 

••• minimum ecological disturbance of the site. including retention 
of trees ... 11

• 

An old Cypress tree exists at the site. It appears from the project plans 
that the tree will not be retained in conjunction with the proposed project. 
The certified LCP Implementation Plan includes a-mechanism for protecting 
significant trees, the Preservation of Heritage Trees Ordinance, Section 
12.08. The on-site Cypress tree was nominated for inclusion on the City's 
Heritage Tree list. If a tree is included on the list, any development within 
15 feet of the tree, including removal, destruction or trimming of the tree 
itself requires a permit from the Board of Adjustment. 

The City Council determines whether or not a tree is included on the Heritage 
Tree list. The on-site Cypress tree was denied listing by the City Council. 
The City has followed the procedures outlined in the LCP for determining 
whether a tree should be retained. In this case the City Council found the 
tree did not meet the standards for inclusion on the Heritage Tree list and 
the attendant special consideration. 

In addition, the single Cypress tree is not a rare or endangered species, nor 
does it provide habitat for rare or endangered species. The policies cited 
above require retention of trees to the maximum extent feasible. In following 
the Heritage Tree Ordinance procedures, the City has met the requirements of 
the LCP to preserve existing trees to the maximum extent feasible. Therefore, 
the Commission finds that the appeal raises no substantial issue with regard 
to preservation of trees. 

G. Summary 

In summary, the Commission finds that the appellant has made a valid 
contention regarding public access which raises substantial issue with regard 
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to the grounds upon which the appeal was filed based on Section 30603 of the 
Coastal Act. The Commission finds the appeal raises a substantial issue with 
regard to consistency with the public access policies of the City's certified 
LCP and the Coastal Act. Therefore, following are the findings and 
information necessary for the de novo hearing. 

STAFF RECQMMENQATIQN ON THE DE NOVO HEARING 

Staff reco11111ends that the C011111ission adopt the following resolution: 

I . APPROVAL HITH CONDITIQNS 

The Commission hereby grants, subject to the conditions below. a permit for 
the proposed development on the grounds that the development, as conditioned, 
will be \n conformity with the provisions of Chapter 3 of the~california 
Coastal Act of 1976, will not prejudice the ability of the local government 
having jurisdiction over the area to prepare a Local Coastal Program 
conforming to the provisions of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, is located 
between the sea and first public road nearest the shoreline and is in 
conformance with the public access and public recreation policies of Chapter 3 
of the Coastal Act, and will not have any significant adverse impacts on the 
environment within the meaning of the California Environmental Quality Act. 

II. STANDARD CONDITIONS: 

1. Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgment. The permit is not valid and . 
development shall not commence until a copy of the permit, signed by the 
permittee or authorized agent, acknowledging receipt of the permit and 
acceptance of the terms and conditions, is returned to the C011111ission 
office. 

2. Expiration. If development has not commenced, the permit will expire two 
years from the date this permit is reported to the Commission. 
Development shall be pursued in a diligent manner and completed in a 
reasonable period of time. Application for extension of the permit must 
be made prior to the expiration date. 

3. Compliance. All development must occur in strict compliance with the 
proposal as set forth in the application for permit, subject to any 
special conditions set forth below. Any deviation from the approved plans 
must be reviewed and approved by the staff and may require Commission 
approval. 

4. Interpretation. Any questions of intent or interpretation of any 
condition wi 11 be resolved by the Executive Pi rector or the Commission. 

5. Inspections. The Commission staff shall be allowed to inspect the site 
and the project during its development, subject to 24-hour advance notice. 

6. Assignment. The permit may be assigned to any qualified person. provided 
assignee files with the Commission an affidavit accepting all terms and 
conditions of the permit. 
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7. Terms and Conditions Run with the Land. These terms and conditions shall 
be perpetual, and it is the intention of the Commission and the permittee 
to bind all future owners and possessors of the subject property to the 
terms and conditions. 

III. SPECIAL QQNDITIQNS: NONE 

IV. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS ON COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

The Commission finds and declares as follows: 

A. The findings and declarations on substantial issue are herein incorporated 
by refer(\nce. 

B. Standard of Review 

The City of Laguna Beach has a certified Local Coastal Program. Section 
30604(b) of the Coastal Act states that "After certification of the local 
coastal program, a coastal development permit shall be issued if the issuing 
agency or the commission on appeal finds that the proposed development is in 
conformity with the certified local coastal program. 11 Evaluation of the 
proposed project will therefore be based on the certified Local Coastal 
Program for the City of Laguna Beach. 

Additionally, Section 30604(c) of the Coastal Act requires that every coastal 
development permit issued for any development between the nearest public road 
and the sea shall include a specific finding that the development is in 
conformity with the public access and public recreation policies of Chapter 3 
of the Coastal Act. 

C. Public Access 

Section 30210 of the Coastal Act states: 

In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the 
California Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously 
posted, and recreational opportunities shall be provided for all the 
people consistent with public safety needs and the need to protect public 
rights, rights of private property owners, and natural resource areas from 
overuse. 

Section 30211 of the Coastal Act states: 

Development shall not interfere with the public's right of access to the 
sea where acquired through use or legislative authorization, including, 
but not limited to, the use of dry sand and rocky coastal beaches to the 
first line of terrestrial vegetation. 

Section 30212(a)(2) of the Coastal Act states: 

(a) Public access from the nearest public roadway to the shoreline and 
along the coast shall be provided in new development projects except where: 
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(2) adequate access exists nearby 

The City's certified LCP Implementation Plan, Section 25.07.012(F)(1) states: 

(F) Review Criteria. To ensure compliance with the certified local 
coastal program, the following criteria shall be incorporated into the 
review of all applications for coastal development permits: 

(1) The proposed development will not encroach upon any existing physical 
accessway legally utilized by the public or any proposed public accessway 
identified in the adopted local coastal program land use plan 

The City's certified LCP Land Use Plan Land Use Element policy 3H states: 

In ptoviding for legal access, the City shall seek to protect the health 
and safety of residents and property owners from illegal and irresponsible 
public· access. 

All of the above are cited by the appellant as Coastal Act and LCP policies 
with which the project approved by the City is inconsistent. 

The subject site is adjacent to the Bluebird Canyon Drive right-of-way. The 
right-of way is approximately 40 feet wide. (See exhibit 0). The northern 
Cor upcoast> portion of the right-of-way is developed with an access road 
extending from Coast Highway to the beach. The upper portion of the northern 
segment is approximately 18 feet wide and provides vehicular access to the 
Laguna Sands condominium complex to the north, City service truck access to 

·the pump station, and lifeguard truck access to the beach. The lower· portion 
of the access that adjoins the beach is 16 feet wide. The center of the 
right-of way is developed with a five foot wide pedestrian access. The 
pedestrian access turns and joins with the lifeguard truck access about 
halfway down from Coast Highway to the beach. The southern <or downcoast) 
portion of the right-of-way is developed as a driveway that serves the 
existing development at the subject site. The driveway is approximately 16 
feet wide. The proposed project would continue to access the site via the 
existing driveway within the Bluebird Canyon Drive right-of-way. No changes 
to the existing driveway are proposed. 

The appellant has expressed concern that the existing pedestrian access way is 
not wide enough, and consequently, pedestrian members of the public use the 
wider area that also serves as vehicular access to the condominium complex. 
The result of this is that both pedestrians and automobiles use.the same 
relatively steep, relatively narrow access way. This eo-use creates a 
hazardous situation, as cars can come dangerously close to, and possibly 
strike, pedestrians. The appellant contends that because the proposed project 
will not improve the existing public access situation (i.e. the potential 
conflict between pedestrians and vehicles> •. it is inconsistent with the above 
cited public access policies of the Coastal Act and certified LCP. The 
appellant further contends that the project should be conditioned to require 
the applicant to expand the existing 5 foot wide pedestrian access way within 
the right-of-way into the driveway area currently used to serve existing 
development at the subject site. The appellant has asserted that such a 
condition is necessary in order for the project to be found consistent with 
the public access policies of the Coastal Act and certified LCP. 
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However, as stated above, the local coastal permit approved by the City 
addressed development on the applicant•s property only. The City•s permit did 
not encompass the driveway within the right-of-way. The driveway is existing 
development which predates Coastal Act requirements. The Commission does not 
have the ability to require the applicant to make improvements within an area 
not owned by the applicant. Nor can the Commission require the applicant to 
make improvements within an area not before the Commisison. 

Hhen access is required of an applicant to offset adverse impacts to public 
access, an applicant is required to offer to dedicate a public access way. 
Such requirements are made when there is a nexus, or connection, between the 
proposed development and existing public access. An offer to dedicate a 
public access easement can be required only if it can be shown that the 
development, either individually or cumulatively, directly impacts physical 
public access. Hhen such a nexus exists, the offer of dedication is 
required. Access way improvements are generally the responsibility of the 
acceptor of the easement. 

In this case, public access does exist adjacent to the site. The City is the 
holder of the right-of-way. The applicant's right to use the right-of-way 
does not preclude use by the public. Currently the existing driveway does not 
extend to the beach. as the access way on the northern portion of the 
right-of-way does. Development of the project will not preclude future access 
improvements within the right-of-way by the City. 

Finally, the proposed development will result in a reduction in the intensity 
of use at the site, from eight units to four units. (Four units is the total 
of the development approved by the City·under local coastal development 
permits 94-133, 94-134, and 94-135, all located at 1601 So. Coast Highway.) 
No change is proposed to the existing driveway that serves the site. Private 
lots generally do take access from public road rights-of-way. Use of the 
right-of-way by the applicant does not constitute special privilege. The 
access issue raised by the appellant, the potentially hazardous interaction of 
pedestrians and vehicles. is a pre-existing condition. The proposed 
development will not create the adverse situation described by the appellant. 
Consequently, there is no relationship between the proposed development and 
requiring that the public access way within the right-of-way be improved by 
the applicant. 

Therefore, the Commission finds the proposed development is consistent with 
the public access policies of the City•s certified Local Coastal Program and 
the Coastal Act. 

D. Californ1a Environmental Quality Act 

Section 13096 of the Commission•s administrative regulations requires 
Commission approval of a Coastal Development Permit application to be 
supported by a finding showing the application, as modified by any conditions 
of approval, to be consistent with any applicable requirements of the 
California Environmental Quality Act <CEQA). section 21080.5(d)(2)(i) of CEQA 
prohibits a proposed development from being approved if there are feasible 
alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would 
substantially lessen any significant adverse impact which the activity may 
have on the environment. 
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The proposed project avoids any potential adverse impacts resulting from the 
project. Therefore, the Commission finds that the project will not have any 
adverse impacts on the environment within the meaning of the California 
Environmental Quality Act. 

5971F 
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aBSOLUTION CPP 95-058 

A R.BSOLUTION OP TD SOARD OJ' ADJOS'l'MBH'l! 
OJ' 'l'HB CITY OP LAGONA SDCH APPROVING 

COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PBRMI'l' APPLICATION 
xo. 94-134 

Whereas, an application has been filed in accordance with 
Title 25.07 of the Laquna Beach Municipal Code, requestinq a 
coastal development permit for the followinq described property 
located within the City of Laguna Beach: 

1601 South Coast Highway, Lot 2 
Lots 1, 2, 15, 16 & 17, Block 10, Laguna Heights 

and; 

Whereas, the review of such application ~as been conducted 
in compliance with the requirements of Title 25.07, and: 

Whereas, after condqcting a noticed public hearinq, the 
Board of Adjustment has found: · 

1. The project is in conformity with all the applicable 
provisions of the General Plan, includinq the Certified Local 
coastal Program and any applicable specific plans in that: the 
visual impacts of the development have been minimized because the 
proposed structure is similar in. size to neighborinq buildings 
therefore maintaininq compatibility with surrounding development. 

. 2. The proposed development will not have any significant 
adverse impacts on the environment within the meaninq of the 
California Environmental Quality Act in that: the proposed project 
is in compliance with the applicable rules and regulatiC?ns set 
forth in the Municipal Code and will not cause any siqnificant 
adverse impacts on the environment. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that a coastal development 
permit is hereby approved to the extent indicated: 

Permission is qranted to construct 4097 square foot, sinqle­
family dwellinq with an attached, 731.75 square foot, three-car 
garaqe. 

.I 
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BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the following conditions are 
necessary to assure that the approval hereby authorized is in 
compliance with the Local Coastal Program: 

1. The coastal development permit hereby allowed is condi­
tioned upon the privileges granted herein being utilized within two 
years after the effective date hereof, and should the privileges 
authorized hereby fail to be executed or utilized, or where some 
form of construction work is involved, such construction or some 
unit thereof has not actually commenced within such two years, and 
is not diligently prosecuted to completion, this authority shall 
become.· null and void, and any privileges granted hereby shall 
lapse. The Board of Adjustment, after conducting a noticed public 
hearing, may grant a reasonable extension of time for due cause 
provided the request for extension is filed in writing with the 
Department of Community Development prior to the expiration of said 
initial two-year period, along with any required fees. 

2. Approval is conditioned upon the subdivision of this lot, 
which includes identical lot lines as those delineated on the 
approved plan. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the subject coastal development 
permit shall not become effective until after an elapsed period of 
twenty(ZQ) days from and after the date of the action authorizing 
such permit. 

PASSED on September 14. 1995, by the following vote of the 
Board of AdjustmP.nt of the City of Laquna Beach, California. 

AYES: Goldstein, Oliqino, Vail, Chapman 

NOES: Sabaroff 

ABSENT: None 

ABSTAIN: None 

ATTEST: 

Staff Representative 

Board of Adjustment Resolution No. COP 95-058 
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. ' APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT 
DECISION OF LOCAL .60VERHM£NT 

QCT 1 a too-: 
Please Review At~a~hed Appeal lnfonmation Sheet Prior To Completing -..... 
Th~s Form. C..A.LJFORNIA 

SECTION I. Appe11ant(s) 
co I e•fl!\' eo -­
_._ t '""' ... M.Ml, ~·.t~ 
~OijTH COA:T Dl.->eRt 

Nam~. mailing address and telepho~e number of appeliant{s): 
•Iff!' c . 
~ il , .• ~ I, :> t~ p .v I "',..; 0 

Area Code Phone He. 

SECTION II. Decision Beina Aooea1ed 

1. Name of lo~a1/port 
government; C i "'!'" 'f 0 ~ !....A' st N ~ 8 c:" AC.;-4 

2. Brief description of development being 
eppea1ec: C:'~""~•-:.L 't~\.:="~..o~~!=\;~-.; P~r..-.,,-;- ~..J~'~" .t:.~ r-nt:L,=L. ~~s. 1\!,:-;- '/iii 
~:;EN p;vtOCp ,,,-rc r:--s ',;..~~~,e.- ~loo(,;~,>,,';;,-- .. .~ (,J~;~ ~-~ nrr·t:" •. ~.J; r:y 
·~·n i! r?L &. •• N J t,i t ( ..... , f1 fY1 i *"' ·:·, ('' ru C 1\1 \)' c.• .. \T ;f C:s""' t,.;. N C It, -rl.l·': .~t. ~·""'~~~ •! ~' r~;.J-N • ~ \'"'. 

j"., ... 1-i.' .:J. S•""''-i.a." F-"t'lll..y \:)uJ£L..:.uH.~ C">rv ..._.;..-~Or! ·t- 3~ ~.,·;-I r1h~, .,-.; t,.;r.:, HCT ;).;:E#r ft 1)~/.:G';..: 
3. Development's location (street address, assessor's parcel 

nc., cross street, etc.): 1'-o• s,.,..,.,.,. Cc- .. -.;,.. t-Ie~.•'/ .L,.;,,.u~H .':>e--,.t"r1 q.-;>(., f 
l. -~ ·> I ·' 1 s I(, -1 1 1 To .o ,,. r M t: 1;!.. l.l: 1 T"" 1!4 ("> ... ~~,. , p ,,; .- E 1'4 w.. i:" .., 1 N 1!... <'' 5 ; c r:-t:= 
L."•"'IY .. M.c:l .... ,...:.. c:.~.:.:s:.. :..f'.: eJI .. ~.~.r:t,JII~D C•AJ"f(JN Dli!. n:>~ .. .;· .. ....,.:.·~ ;::-.:., ..... ~.. ""c . .:.r,..,.,-.;,j'.c 

4. Description of dec,sion being appealed: 

a. Approval; no special conditions: __ __. __________ __.__. __ __ 

b. Approval with special ~onditions: ___ v _______ _ 
c. Denial=--------~----------------------------------

Hote: for jurisdictions with e ·i.o1..1!li i.CP. d'Buia1 
decisions by a local government cannot be appealed unless 
the development is a ~jor energy or public works project. 
Denial decisions by port governments are not appealable. 

TO BE COMPLrTED BY COMMISSION: 

APPEAl NO: _______ _ 

DATE FILED: ______ _ 

DISTRICT: ______ _ 

HS: <4/BS 

A~~- LC11·?.r c;c:; · d f..t>/ 
E x/t..{. /), f p ~ 



5. Decision being appealed was made by (check one): 

a. _Planning Director/Zoning 
Administrator c. __ Planning commission 

!'. _r:•-.;: r:'uncil/Bcarcl of 
Supervisors 

· 6. Date of 1oea1 government•s decision: -..:.1.._/;...,"f.:...t..:.'f.:;.$' ______ _ 

7. Loca 1 government • s file number (if any): _tl_,c_u ... ~---------

• 
SECTlON III.· Identification of Other Interested Persons 

&i~e the names and addresses of the following parties. 
additional paper as necessary.) · 

a. Name and mailing address of penmit applicant: 
Srd,;c CcHTl.U:ts; 

(Use 

b. Names and ~iling addresses 
(ei:her verbally or in writing) 
Include other parties which you 
receive notice of this appeal. 

as available of those who testified 
at the city/county/pert hearing{s). 
kno~ to be interested and should 

(1) -'!-.iiir:-ll:......::=..:~~..:.:a..~..t:...-------i-~-=~~~-:...;.;.:..::;::...:...=~--...... ~...1.;;.1) ;r.,~. ey ~:;,,., r ~ ..e 

.\ 

...~..o..w....:....:..l.li...Q.~,I:....;;l:;._ _______ -..J~;,.:_~...:.:..:~~.:J;;;.~..lilo.o--;......:'6 " r ~~~ ~<ill• R· 4 

-:~~~~~~~~~---~--..J~~~~~~~~~~--~A~~~·A JcA~~·-• 

(4) 

S' I~ 

SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal 

Note: Appeals of local government coistal permit decisions are 
limited by a variety of factors and requirements of the Coastal 
Act. Please review the appeal information sheet for assistance 
in completing this section, which continues on the next page. 
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APPtAL 1-f(Uflli (.;UA;::. I ~L. r '-"''• • 

State briefly vour reasons for this aooea1. Include a summary 
description of Local Coes~a1 Program, Land Use P1an, or Port Master 
Plan policies and requirements in which you believe the project is 
inconsistent and the reasons the decision warrants a new hearing. 
\V~c auut~iunal paper as necessary.) 
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Note: The above description need not be a complete or exhaustive 
statement of your reasons of appeal; however, there must be 
sufficient discussion for staff to determine that the appeal is 
allowed by law. The appe11ant, subseQuent to filing the appeal. may 
submit additional information to the staff and/or Commission to 
support the appeal request. 

SECTION V. Certification 

The information and facts stated above are correct to the best of 
my/our knowledge. 

Signature of Appe11ant(s) or . 
Authorized Agef!t 

Date /0::/s.,/r:t" 
NOTE: lf signed by agent. appel1ant(s) 

must also sign below. 

Section VI. Aoent Authorization 

I/We hereby authorize to act as my/our 
representative and to bind me/us in a11 matters concerning this 
appeal. 

Signature of Appe11ant(s) 

Date-------------
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SC!NIC AND VIS"uAL R!SOUR.CES 

, 
Sect:ion 30251. ''Ibe scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be 
consl.Clerea and proc:ected as a resource of public importance. Pet::nitted 
deve~o~nt shall be sited and designed to protect. views along the ocean 
acd scenic coastal areas, to min~ze the alteration of natural land fotmS, 
to be visually c:anpatible with the eha-raet:er of sur-rounding areas, and 
where feasible to restore and enhance visual quality in visually deg:-aded 
areas. New pivelop:ne."lt in highly sce."lic areas ••• sha+J. be subordimt:e to . • 
the character of ir:s sett:ing. : 

A. A~olica:ion of S:udv: !he orien:a:ion of chis dis:~ssicn ccn:e=~ 
V.J..-'""ti.S_;::_; PI..:O...l.l.c_a:e~ su::h as his::hwavs, beaches, ca:ks ar.ci vis:a 
poincs and exclud~s-::onside:a:ion of views t:an private proper:y. 
!he principal focus of r::he :sport: concerns prcoe::y situated 
adiacent to the majo':' c:anspcx:a:ion syste:n in the city, i.e., 
!..aguna Canyon Road and ~c::i 4=ic; Coast: Highway. since it is alor.g 
these roadways that a tnaiariey of 't'!!§ident:s and oon-... •si,d•., .. s ·~.: aw· 
tne ccm:I:.l..!tli ;y and have v1.sual access to scenic cor::-ido;].: 1 'Ibe 
fact that Pacific Coas: Highway and Lagur~ Canyon Rcaa have been 
designated as Scenic Highways by c.l-te State and County, respec­
tively, unde:sc;:r.:-es :he impa::a..""lCe of the scenic qualities wi:hin 
these cor:ido=s and signifies the visual appeal of these cor:ido~s 
as a =esour:e of public tcpo~:ance. 

• • 
!be Ci t:y of I.aguna Beach adopted a Scenic Highways Element in 1975 
as a ccmconenc of the Gene~al Plan. Since this elemenr:: addresses 
the need. for programs to protect and enhance the scenic cprridor, 
much like the objectives of the Local Coast:al Plan, these'two 
doc:uments share a camx::>n interest and goal and therefore should 
contain mutually caapatible policies. and objectives. !he re~ 
mndations and/or progra:os developed in conjunct:ion with this 
report may also have direct application to the objectives of the 
Scenic Highways Ele::nenc, whic:h states: !"!'he loc:al jurisdiction is 
r:o develop and adopt: a Ot"ogram of corridor protection which w;ill_ 
protect and etlhance the scenic gua.J.i;y of the route ... 

'!he quality of views in Laguna Beach has historically been an 
important consideration in reviewing develop12nt proposals. 'Ibe 
special quality of the city's visual eovi.rorment has resulted in 
considerable attention to this subject in many city documents. 

···~ l i 
Scenic corridors or public view corridors are defined herein as the 
visible land area £ran the roadway edge and more gene:-ally described as 
the vi.ew fran r:he road. 
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Additional discussion of scenic acd visual resources aopears in 
Topics ll and l2 of t:he Lanci Use Els:Dent an:l 'topics 7 8.z:.ci 13 · of-· 
tbe Open Sp.ace/Conse::vation ntiEient. 

3. Visual 'Envi t'orment: Ihe scenic qualities symbolic of Laguca Be.ac::h 
represent one ot t:ne ccmrunit:y' s m:n~e valuable 't'esources. LaguO.a 

. ,canyoa Road aod Pacific Coast Highway eac:.h afford a picturesque 
... and divet'sified view FOfile of t:he ccm:m.znity, feat:uricg pr0%1inent: 

natural features sue..~ as ocean bluffs a:c.d t'OCk outc:rC?ppings, 
natlJ:'al canyons, undeveloped hillsides and ridgelines atXi, ttest: . 
notably, the Pacific Ocem. !hese nat:ural feat'.Jtes se::ve to 
preserve the n:al character of the city and provide natural open 

. , spac:e vistas t:hroughout: the c:c:c:rm.mit:y. The uceluttet:ed hillsic:ies 
~"' and opeo. space a: us offer t:esiden~ ar;d visitor! .=elief ft:;m 

urbanization and physically confineS mx:1 sepc.-rates Laguna !each 
f:'c::m developr:Dl!rlt occurring elsewhere. in tbe eou:::u:y. 

A ~v-~•a•l"~ 8"~ ~-a~~~~• ~G-~~~s ·~- ~-- s~~J=~~-~- ~~~---~~~~A :-"•• -.1\-C:.V ta "-'4." ••• \.:• ~---.. • • -•••Uiiiii-:" ....... ..,.,;0 t. -::••-- --.c.i.•• '-- •W.a. WCiiio-.•.__ 

to :ne. .sc~tnc co::=lc.o-r can result: .f:'o:n projee:s ¥;hic:.."'l c:.ay -:equ:.=e 
extet:Sive g:-adi:cg, recor.u:ouring ar.ci mcve:cent of ea::b for roadl.-ay, 
u:ilir:y and house c:ons:=ucticn. '!his a::iviey f:'equen:ly :esul:s 
in the alte-:ati~ of t:he natural topog=aphy, ce.a;ing exposed c:u: 
and fill slopes cievoici of veget:ation. Moreover, gradir:rg activi­
ties scmetimes c:..'"'lange t".lS.tt.-ral topog:aphic: features st.!Ch as 
ca:cyons, drainage .-... -ales am rock outcoppings, a:cd may pe:c:a­
nently d.isfigu::e the natu:al appe.a::!l'l:e of hillside te:-:ain ar.d 
diS't'"'.JP: nat:ural skyline profiles. 

B. New DevelO'Cm!!n:: !"ne c:ons::-u::ion of houses, hotels, c:o::.ce:-:ial 
ouila~cgs aoc. ocher s:ruc:t~Tes c:zn aG•e:-sely affee: the sc:ecic 
quality of higbw.-ay c:or::idOt's. Many fac::et:s associated wi.t:h 
building construc:ion can negatively DDpaC:t vi~s, including size, 

• height and bulk of the st:-uc:ure, arc:hitec:ural design arx:i special 
decorative t:-ea.c:aencs, density or inteo.sity of d.Velop:D!nC, acd 
·the- type of l.1nri use, i.e., urban vs. rural. Wit:h pt:oper d.esig:c. 
considerations and. land use coa:rols, the visual izm:>act of. new 
deveJ.ac:cnenc c::ac be minimized cff'1d ac:c:t:mr.)l.i.Shed. in a icanner c:a:ca:-
ible wi. th the nat:ur a1 la:ndsczpe. • · · 

C. Outdoor Acivert:isim: 'Ihere pot~~mt:ially exists a c:onflict:ing 
-:eatl.onstu.p tleC"ween outdoor ad.vertisicg and progrii:DI designip to 
echance the visual enviroaz:tent. !usitlessmen, for exa::nple,, have 
the 'tight: co advertise, whic:h fac:ilit:aces cam.erce ancl trade in 
the cc:mm~nicy aod. fosters prosperity; visual blight, c:onvet:sely, 
which my result due to a pt:olifet'ation of advertising sigr.s; c:an 
downgrade the c:o:mnmi cy and. depreciate econc:mic: values. !he need. 
~~erefore for outdoor advertising and for a visually pleasing 
enviromJerlt: s4'«"i:cgly repruenc.s c:cmpeting objectives. lbe aoal 
must be to achieve an ac:ceoeable c:am:rr=ise anci bal..anc:e, providitlg 
ogpo;rr:unities. fot: ad.ver:isi:og while mai:cc:aining :he scenic: quality 
ot tne c:c:amun.1ty. · F 
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--"}:>No lEACH. CA 90802-4116. 

Date: February , S 
Permit No. 5-91-262 

C213) 5f0..5071 
·t HI D\NG O\V\S\0~ 

,., ' 
J 

COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMI1 

On _ ... M:o::a._y....:9:..~,~.....:.19:.:9:..:1 __ , the California Coastal Conmission granted to 

WINSLOW MAXWELL 
this permit subject to the attached Standard and Special conditions, for 
development consisting of: · 

Demolition of an eight unit motel/apartment and construction of a 30 foot high at 
maximum po~nt, 20 foot high as measured from centerline of frontage road, 3 level, 
15,589 squ~re foot seven unit residential structure with a sub~rranean 17 space 
garage at the middle level on a bluff top 1ot. 2,226 cubic yards of cut.is­
proposed. 

more specifically described in the application file in the Commission offices. 

The development is within the coastal zone in __ .::.O.:..:ra:.:.n.:.::a:.:.e __ County at 
1601 S. Coast Hianwav. Laauna Beach 

Issued on behalf of the California Coastal Commission by 

Ab:NOWLEDGM'ENT 

PETER DOUGLAS 
Executive Directo~ 

By: )'"VV 0\ o. ... 4 .~'---" 
Title: Staff Ana1vst() 

The under~igned permittee acknowledges receipt of this permit ~nd agrees to abide 
by all terms and conditions thereof. 

The undersigned permittee acknowledges that 6overnment Code Section 818.4 which 
states in pertinent part, that: •A public entity is not 1iab)e for injury caused 
by the issuance ••• of any permit ••• • applies to the issuance of this permit • 

. 
IMPORTANT: THIS PERMIT IS NOT VALID UNLESS AND UNTIL A COPY OF THE PERMIT WITH 
THE SIGNED ACKNOWLEDGEMENT HAS BEEN RETURNED TO THE COMMISSION OFFICE. 14 Cal. 
Admin. Code Section 13158(a). 

Date Signature of Permittee 
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COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

Page 
Permit No. 

2 of 3• ; 
5-91-?621; 

... 
STANDARD. CONDITIONS: 

1. Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgment. The permit is not valid and 
development shall not commence until a copy of the permit, signed by the 
permittee or authorized agent, acknowledging receipt of the permit and 
acceptance of the terms and conditions, is returned to the Commission office 

Expiration. If development has not commenced, the PIMmit will expire two 
years from the date on which the Commission voted on the application. 
Development shall be pursued in a diligent manner and completed in a 
reasonable period of time. Application for extension of the permit must be 
made prior to the expiration date. 

Compliance. All development must occur in strict compliance with the 
prqpasa1 as set forth in the application for permit, subject to any s~ecial 
conditions set forth below. Any deviation from the approved plans must be 
reviewed and approved by the staff and may requir~ Commission appro~al. 

Interpretation. Any questions of intent or interpretation of any condition 
will be resolved by the Executive Director or the Commission. 

Insoections. The Commission staff shall be allowed to inspect the site and 
the project during its development, subject to 24-hour advance notice. 

Assignment. The permit may be assigned to any qualified person, provided 
assignee files with the Commission an affidavit accepting all terms and 
conditions of the permit •. 

7. ~s and Conditions Run with the Land. These terms and conditions shall be 
perpetual, and it is the intention of the Commission and the permittee to 
bind al1 future owners and possessors of the subject property to the terms 
and conditions. · 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS: 
• .. 

\. 

1. Plans Conforming to Geologic Recommendation . 

i 

All recommendations contained in the Geotechnical Environmentai Study prepared by 
Leighton and·Associates in 1984 and updated April 17, 1991, regarding the proposed 
development shall be incorporated into all final design and const.ruction plans 
including grading and drainage. All plans must be reviewed and approved by the 
consultant. Prior to transmittal of the permit the applicant· shall submit, for 
review and approval by the Executive Director, foundation plans for the project 

· signed by the consultant incorporating the recommendations made in the referenced 
n~~- . 

The final plans approved by the consultant shall be in substantial conformance 
with the plans approved by the Commission relative to construction, grading and 
drainage. Any substantial changes in the proposed development·approved by the .• 
Commission which may be required by the consultant shall require an amendment to ~ · 
the permit or a new coastal permit. 
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Page 3 
5-91-262 

2. Assumotion of Risk: 
. . 

Prior to the issuance of the coastal development permit. the applicant [landowner] 
shall execute and record a -deed restriction, in a form and content acceptable to 
the Executive Director. which shall provide: (a) that'the applicant understands 
that the site may be subject to extraordinary hazard from landslide, soil erosion 
and fire. and'the (b) applicant hereby waives any future claims of liability 
against tne Commission or its successors in interest for damage from such hazards. 
Tht document shall run with the land, binding all successors and a~signs, and 
shall be rec~rded free of prior liens. 

3. Revised Plans . ' • I • 

Prior to issuance of the coastal development permit. the applicant shall submit to 
the Executive Director for review and approval, revised plans which show that no 
development will occur within the 25 foot setback from the edge of the blufftop. 

4. Drainaoe/Erosion Control 

Prior to issuance of the Coastal Development Permit, the applicant shall submit 
for review and approval by the Executive Director, a drainage/erosion control 
plan, prepared by a licensed engineer, which indicates that the runoff from 
impermeable surfaces is directed to the street to the extent feasible, or piped to 
the base of 'the bluff, and any 'remainder to energy dissipation devices and basins 
which will disperse the runoff in a non-erosive manner. 

5. Landscaoing Plan 

Prior to issuance of a Coastal Development Permit, the applicant shall submit for 
review and approval by the Executive Director, a landscaping plan, prepared by a 
licensed landscape architect, which incorporates native and drought tolerent 
plants to the site. 
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AUIUSt 8. 1995 

Hugo Soria 
410 Broadway 
Laguna Beach. CA 92651 

Re: 1601 South Coasx Highwav 

Dear Hugo: • 

This lem= has bee."l prepared in response to your request for clarification of the bluff-top setback 
for property located at 1601 South Coast Hi:hway. 

On June 8, 1995, a memorandum from the Community Developme."lt Departme:u 'W-as addressed 
to the Board of Adjustme."lt/Desi:n Review Board for the purpose of es:abiishing the blufftap 
location for the proposed development at 1601 South Coast Highway. (See attachme."tt) 

~~ ) As stated. the staff approach was to cre:ue an even. relatively constant blufftop setback line that 
- was aligned with the natural contour of the land. The basis for the line was the occurre."lce of 

seve!'3.i "patches" of topography consisting of a 45 degree or steeper slope, which represent the 
basis for m=.suring the 25-foot setback. 

Aneth::- approach to the s:.me probie:n wouid be to constr:.::: or "swing !• :. :5-foot :ll': from the 
most lo.ndwarci siope :u or su~eper than 1 to 1. A depiction of this me:.'lod. h:l.S bee:-: 
supe.~mposed on the attached original sketch from the June 8th memorandum to the Board. It 
can be see.'l that this method is somewhat less restrictive than the more continuous line 
esmblislred by Staift•'' .. 

t"' 
Although it is not unusual for staff to use an arc. especially when analyzing fearures fepresenr:ed 
by a point (such a.s the bepnning or end of a natural drainage course), this method was. rejected 
for the instant case for several reasons: 

l. The language of the code does not require a 1 to 1 or steeper slope as, a· b~ for a 
blufftop measurement. Rather. the code addresses itself to any •tandf6nnlf UJat may 
qualify a.s a bluff. Landfonns are n:presented by contour lines rati1er than points on the 
ground. hen~ the Staff decision to establish a setback generally panllel with a contour 
line (Reference: MC 2S • .S0.004(B)(4)(a)(ii)). 

2. The use of an arc or a series of arcs (see attached sketch), createS a setback condition 
that is extremely difficult to locate. measure and visualize in the field. The reference 

50! FORES'i .:.ve:. ~GUN~> BeACH.~ !12&!1 • "l"il.. !7141 497·l311 
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Pqe Two 

points are not rc:tdily loc:ated nor are measurements easily made. This method is 
potentially error-prone and can result in costly misunde:standings and mistakes during 
inspection and constrUction. 

3. The use of an arc to define a blufftop setback condition is sometimes misleading in the 
sense . that the mathematical concept of a circle bears very little, if any, relationship to 
the naa.u:al fe:u:ures it is designed to protect. The keyword is •landform." 

For the rcsons described above, I conti:tue to believe that the oriEinal setback line demarcated 
in the June 8. 1995 memorandum is an acc-.1r.ue representation of the blufftop condition. 

Since:·:lv, 

~~ 
Kyle Butte."'VVick 
Director 
Community Development 

~· ' J Attachments 

C ... ... Design Review Board 

• J 
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EXHIBIT TO A-5-LGB-95-261 CCONTURSil 

As of December 19, 1995, the South Coast District office has received 25 
letters regarding the subject appeal. All 25 letters support the appeal and 
QBJECT to the proposed development. The letters object based on one or more 
of the following concerns: 

1. Inadequate/Unsafe Beach Access 

2. Obstruction of Existing Views 

3. Destruction of the Cypress Tree at the Site 

4. Impacts to the Coastal Bluff 

Ten letters are attached hereto as a sampling of the 25 letters received. 

6005F 
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Dr. and Mra. William E. Dahlberg 

1585 South Coast Hlgttway, #47 

Laguna Beach, Callt-ornla 92851 

October 22, 1995 

California Coastal Commission 
South Coast Area 
P.O. Box 1450 
245 W. Broadway, Suite 380 
Long :Beach, CA·90802-4416 
Attn: J.~eg Vaughn 
Dear I~!s. Vaughn, 

lfJ ~ © ~ Hi ~ It 
CCT 2 4 1993 

CALIFORNIA 
:OASTAI. COMMI':"~i' 
·ouTH CC'.A '"T ~>I:,•~ 

We are writing you regarding an appeal currently submitted to 
the Commission in~olving p~oyerty located at 1601 South·Coast Highway, 
Laguna Beach, 92651. 

Our family feels there are several factors involving this property 
which deserve attention and consideration. 

We support the a~peal currently submitted and we reemphasize that 
the removal of a landmark cynresn tree at this location and replace it 
with construction does and will greatly im~act the public view corridor 
greatly needed in this region of Laguna Beach. 

In addition the beach acces~ is unsafe and greatly inadequate not 
only due to public traffic but due to emergency equipment and city 
maintenance equipment. Present ru1d previous owners of this property have 
had the unusual ability to utilize at least 15 feet of city property 
for their private use and to place a requirement on the present builder 
to provide proper and safer access for public use of the beach would 
not create a hardship fer the property owner. 

Thank you for yo•;.r conDideration of this very import~t matter a.nd 
we are available for further con~~tation is desired. 

Vert truly yours, 

lfED/l. 



October 22, 1995 

Meg Vaughn 
South Coast Division 
California Coastal Commission 
245·W. Broadway Suite 380 
Long Beach, Calif. 90802 

CCT 2 4 1995 

CALIFORNIA 
':OASTAL COMMI~,:If · 
'JUTH CCA:T )1~·.-p• 

Re: appeal process- 1601 S. Coast Highway- Laguna Beach 

We are owners of a unit in a condominium adjacent to the proposed project 

at 1601 S. Coast Highway in Laguna Beach. It is our feeling that whoever 

develops 1601 should provide adequate beach access for the general public. 

The current situation is most dangerous. There exists an inadequate pedestrian 

walk which is so cumbersome that most people walk down our driveway in front of 

an electric gate. When we either enter or leave the building, we just hope 

nobody is in the way. We feel that it is an accident waiting to happen. 

We trust that the new developers will be forced to dedicate part of their 

land so that this danger is eliminated. 

Thank you for your consideration in the matter. 

Sincerely , ·~ 
~~ 

T~~G"'7Jcca~~ . ) 
/A: ... At~~-.e..~ 
Mary Riccard 



Meg Vaughn 
California Coastal Commission 
South Coast Division 
245 West Broadway, Suite 380 
Long Beach, CA 908024416 

Dear Ms. Vaughn, 

2865 Mt. Rainier Dr. S. 
Seattle, Washington 98144 © ~ ~ fl.n I D) 1C! II ly; ~ I 

October 23, 1995 ls1J LS . u ~.:, G , ~ 

:OASTAL COtJ\Mi~·~,. 
OUTH CC'.~.'"i *>1-<>,!" 

I support the appeal submitted regarding 1601 South Coast Highway in Laguna Beach. I 
own a unit in the Laguna Sands at 1585 South Coast Highway, immediately adjacent to 
proposed construction. 

The two reasons for my support of the appeal relate to beach access and public view of 
the beach. The existing beach access is dangerous. Our garage doors· open to this narrow 
passageway which is also used by people walking to the beach. Secondly, public view will 
be severely curtailed if construction reduces this narrow driveway. 

I hope these issues will be taken into consideration by the Coastal Commission. 

Yours truly, 

Vivienne Strickler 



PGA TOUR GOLF COURSE PROPERTIES, INC. 
A sutlS!dtary of PGA TOUR. INC. 
100TPC Boulevard 
Ponte Veora Beach. FIOnoa 32082 

904·285·3700 

October 23, 1995 

Meg Vaughn 
California Coastal Commission 
South Coast Area 
245 West Broadway 
Suite 380 
Long Beach, CA 90802·4416 

Dear Ms. Vaughn: 

Joe Walser. Jr: 
~f O,.r1111110 Oflar 

I am supporting the appeal regarding 1601 S. Coast Highway in Laguna Beach. 

1. Make the beach access safe. The beach access at this location is not adequate since 
the beach access is so· narrow the beachgoers rarely use it. Instead, they use the 
driveway. It would be possible to improve the access by widening it on the south 
side of the beach access. 

2. The proposed project impedes the public view from the scenic corridor, specifically, 
the Pacific Coast Highway. This could be rectified by placing the proposed building 
within the 13 foot side yard approved by the Coastal Commission previously. 

Sincerely, 

·0 /1.·1AI tf}J~:J;:...~ ./ 
/ / t 

.toe Walser, Jr. 

@ Pnntea on Recycled Paper 

I 
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Ms. Meg Vaugn 
California Coastal Commission 
South Coast Area 
P.O. Box 1450 
245 West Broadway, Suite 380 
Long Beach, Ca. 90902 

Dear Ms. Vaugn, 

( 1.,Jh~ K:....:: . .:. 
:o ''·s l.,..L r:::-... w .. ·.~.J:--:- ii 

1585 S. Coast Highway 
Laguna Beach, Ca I if. 
October 27, 1995 

The historic old cypress tree that so galantly overlooks the 
Pacific Ocean at the end of Bluebird Canyon is about to be 
exterminated in the name of developmentJ The cypress is one of 

the most historical landmark trees in the Southland, and we cannot 
silently tolerate such gross destruction of what I ittle natural 
beauty remains along our coast! ine. 

The property I arn concerned about is at 1601 S. Coast Highviay. 
The Coastal Commission should take a look at beach access at 
the above address also, it is terribly dangerous at present, and 
more cars and more development can only make matters worse. 

Sincerely, 

{)£. /·;It' {J I {· 
" f f . I ' t.L , 1.1,.1. vl 

Barbara Cooper 
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Juan M. Garcia 
230 Diamond st. 
Laguna Beach, CA. 
92651. 
October 31,1995. 

Ms. Meg Vaughn ! ov 6 1993 
California Coastal Comission. 
South Coast Area 
245 w. Broadway, Suite 380 
Long Beach, CA. 90802-4416 

Dear Ms. Vaughn: 

(AL!~OHi'-'IP, 

:OASTAl CO!\i.~.~::~::"F 

""liTH C:~·-..,. ~·i:··P 

· This. le~~er supports the appeal regarding 1601 South 
Coast Highway in Laguna Beach. 

Since I work at the Laguna Sands Building and also 
go to Bluebird Beach, I have the opportunity to see· daily 
that the beach ramp here is almost never ~sed. This results 
in a very unsafe condition, because, cars are lea•ing and 
entering the garage while the people are walking down the 
driveway; I feel that the solution to the problem is to make 
this walkway wider, so it gets used. 

I do not understand why the owner is cutting down 
the beauti~ul cypress tree in the cliff instead of d•signing 
his house around it. It ss part of history of Laguna Beach. 

Please save the cypress and make the beach ramp safe. 
Thanks you. 

Very truly yours, 



· D.H. Dadourian 
5170 EL ROBLE STREET • LONG BEACH, CA 90815 

November 4, 1995 

Ms. Meg Vaughn 
Coastal Program Analyst 
California Coastal Commission 
South Laguna Area 
245 West Broadway, Suite 380 
Long Beach CA 90802 

RE: l60l South Coast Highway 
Laguna Beach 

Dear Ms. Vaughn, 

719~3 

·:.:.t..LIF0Rt"IA 

I am an owner at the Laguna Sands Condominium complex at 1585 
So~th Coast Highway, right next to this proposed project. We 
have enjoyed the natural beauty and panoramic view of Laguna 
Beach for many many years! 

This letter is being written to you to express my concern 
over several issues that surround the proposed project at 
l60l South Coast Highway. 

First is the issue of VIEW. That precious natural state that 
is being ruined by overbuilding and callous disregard for the 
neighbors around you. This project will block a portion of 
my current natural view, as it will block the view of many 
others in the Laguna Sands complex. And not to mention that 
this project will cause the destruction of the beautiful 
Monterey Cypress tree which is a landmark for Laguna 
residents. 

Another issue is that this project will compromise the SAFETY 
of residents and neighborhood beach goers because of the 
narrowing of the walkway from South Coast Highway down to the 
beach. You see, children and adults will then use the Laguna 
Sands driveway rather than the narrowing ramp for access down 
to the beach this causing a safety hazard. 

None of this is right or good for our neighborhood! Things 
should get better not worse. The VIEW should be preserved 

. I 



not ruined, and safety of beach goers should never be 
compromised. 

Please address these issues and these concerns. It's not 
that we don't want a project, but we want a project that will 
not ruin that natural view and compromise the safety of 
residents. 

There are many others in our complex who find it hard to make 
time to express their concerns about safety and overbuilding 
that share these same concerns. 

Thank you for your help. 

~~~~ 
D.H. (Dick)Dadourian 



----
HOUSE OF IMPORTS 

November 9, 1995 

Ms. Meg Vaughn 
Coastal Program Analyst 
California Coastal Commission 
South Coast Area 
Post Office Box 1450 
245 West Broadway, Suite 380 
Long Beach, California 90802-4416 

Dear Ms. Vaughn: 

ALTHORIZED MeRCEDES-BENZ DEALER 

~:ov 1 1 1995 

CALIFORNiA 
COA C:T .\l COM ".fl1 •• 

SOUTH COA:T :>i::,tRL .. 

The narrow pedestrian path at 1601 south Coast Highway in Laguna Beach is ignored by 
those who use the beach at this site as though it does not exist. Instead, most people 
simply walk down the driveway used by Laguna Sands. The beach access needs to be 
improved in order to alleviate this danger. 

On the bluff at this same site, there is a majestic Monterey Cypress tree that is going to be 
destroyed due to development. It is a Laguna landmark and adds to the beauty of the 
bluff and the public view from Pacific Coast Highway. 

As the owner of a unit at Laguna Sands, I would like to request that the Coastal 
Commission,please look into these problems. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

,..,~~·-~. 
Michael B. O'Donoghue 

MBO:ma 

68e:2 MA.~CHESTEk BL\·c. • BLE'A. PA.Rr., CA 906.:21 
DIA.L1-800-MERcEoEs o~ 1-n4-5t:2-noo 
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November 15, 1995 ~ ~ © ~ u "11 ~ \D 

CALIFORNIA COSTAL COMMISSION 
SOUTH COAST AREA 

245 West Broadway Suite 380 
Long Beach, California 90802 

Attention: Meg Vaughn 

Dear Ms. Vaughn 

t·:OV 3 0 \995 

C.AllrORNLA 
COASTAL COMMIS:IP~· 
SOUTH COA':i Dl!:'ltRh 

Re: Beach Access between 1585 
s. Coast Highway and contin­
gent to 1601 S. Coast Hghwy. 

Twice, I have personally seen near casualities on this 
road in a time span of two weeks. One, when a family of five 
were walking down the access road for the condo's rather than 
use the narrow path (beach access), when someome exiting the 
condo garage in a car at the same time the Beach Patrol car 
was coming up from the beach, and the group was caught in 
between Two good sets of brakes prevented an accident that 
could have been disastrous. 

The second time, three small children came racing down 
the road from the sidewalk, rather than use the beach path, 
and were nearly hit by a car leaving the garage. One child 
fell in front of the car skinning her leg. It could have been 
alot worse. 

If the beach access is not widened, it is an accident 
waiting to happen - perhaps a fatality. Who will be respons­
ible then?? 

I 

Thank you for your attention to this grave concern of 
many people and mothers. 

Sincerely, 
:' .· 

1 
ti, J ~ ,' 

. . ~I~· .' ,'/ 
"'l'~ .. 

V. ~·. BootHby 

VEB:d 

GrY . 




